. 14 Given this, we might reasonably predict that hierarchy structure should be context-specific. 15 Indeed, this was found to be the case in pigeons (Columba livia), where hierarchies based upon 16 leadership whilst in flight, and aggression during foraging were seen to be completely 17 independent of one another (Nagy et al. 2013) . 18
19
Travelling and foraging are clearly separate domains, but even within broad, functional contexts 20 we might expect to see a degree of condition-dependency of hierarchy structure, if performance 21 under different conditions depends upon different attributes. We explored this idea by comparing 22 the prey-share hierarchies seen within shoals of stickleback fish (Gasterosteus aculeatus) as they 23 was gently removed from the tank, beginning the trial. The trial ran for a further 10 minutes, 1 after which the fish were removed and return to their holding tank. In the drift-foraging trials, 2 prey were introduced through the four holes in the plastic strip attached to the top of the tank 3 (described above). As in the patch-foraging trials, the group of five fish was first held within the 4 holding cylinder for 10 minutes. Following their release, we began to add the prey items. Each 5 prey item was delivered in 1cm³ of tank water using a pipette. One prey item was dropped every 6 30 seconds through one of the holes and a randomly predetermined order. The fish typically 7 consumed the prey as it sank to the bottom of the tank. After the final prey item had been 8 delivered the trial continued for a further 150 seconds, allowing the fish to find any uneaten prey, 9 giving a total trial time of 10 minutes. Each group was tested once a day over a 4 day period. 10
Immediately after being tested, fish groups were returned to their holding tanks. All were given 11 access to food after testing, in order to standardise hunger levels between trials. 12 13
Statistical analysis 14 15
From the trial videos we recorded the number of prey items eaten by each fish. We compared the 16 amount of food eaten per group in each of the four trials using a Friedman test. We investigated 17 whether prey share within groups varied between the four trials by calculating the coefficient of 18 variation of prey share for each group and trial, and comparing these, also using a Friedman test. 19
20
With respect to stability in individual prey share, we first performed exploratory analyses by 21 calculating the Pearson product moment correlation coefficient for individual prey share within 22 groups between the two patch-foraging trials, between the two drift-foraging trials and between 23 the mean patch-and mean drift-foraging prey shares for each group, enabling us to estimate the 1 degree to which performance was repeatable across these trials. These were meta-analysed using 2 Stouffer's weighted Z method, in order to obtain a single test statistic for each comparison 3 (Whitlock 2005) . 4
5
We then used maximum likelihood estimation to fit six statistical models describing variation 6 and consistency in individual foraging ability to the data on individual prey share across groups, 7 using corrected Akaike's information criterion (AICc) to select the models which best described 8 the observed patterns of prey share (Burnham & Anderson 2002) . 9
10
Model 1 described our prediction that prey share hierarchies would be stable within patch-and 11 drift-foraging trials, but not between them. Models 2-5 describe alternatives to this prediction. 12
Model 2, with individual differences in prey capture ability that acted identically across both 13 foraging modes, corresponded with the alternative hypothesis that prey share hierarchies would 14 be stable both within and between foraging modes. The previous work of Webster & Hart (2006) 15 largely ruled out two other alternative predictions, namely that there would be no individual 16 differences in prey capture ability in the foraging tasks (the scenario described by our Model 3), 17
and that there would be individual differences in prey capture ability, but that these differences 18 would not be stable over time (our Model 4). Our Models 5 & 6 were a mixture of Models 1 and 19 3, in that fish were modelled as having individual differences in prey capture ability in one of the 20 foraging modes, patch or drift, but not in the other. Of the six models that we fitted to the data, Model 1 was the best supported (Table 1) , 5 minimising information loss when approximating the true prey share distribution. This allows us 6 to infer with confidence that there are persistent individual differences in prey capture ability, 7
and that these individual differences in ability are distinct across food distribution types. 8 9 DISCUSSION 10
11
In line with our prediction, we found prey share hierarchies to be specific to prey distribution; 12 individual prey shares were largely positively correlated within the two patch-and the two drift-13 foraging trials, however there was little support for any relationship in prey-share hierarchy 14 between the two prey provision treatment types. Given that individual prey intake varied 15 between prey distribution treatments, it seems unlikely that individual differences in metabolic 16 rate or energy requirements alone can account for our findings. resource defence was employed by the fish in our study. We saw no differences in total prey 10 intake, nor any differences in disparity in prey share, (measured as the coefficient of variation in 11 prey intake within each group) between patch and drift prey delivery treatments, as might be 12 expected if patchy prey were defended. Moreover we saw very little evidence of contest 13 competition or overt aggression, though we note that agonistic behaviours such as these may be 14 poor indicators of the kinds of social interference effects that might limit food intake at patches 15 The findings of our study imply that for groups of generalist species that forage for different food 1 types, we may not be able to build an accurate picture of individual relative foraging 2 performance based upon foraging performance observed only under a narrow set of conditions. 3
Instead, it may be necessary to gather data on performance across a range of different foraging 4 types, and to take into account the competitive abilities of all group members across these, given 5 that social foraging interactions are known to depend strongly upon the combinations of Fisher's z scores. These were ranked and the 9 th highest value was taken as the median, with the 1 5th and 13th highest values were used as the quartiles. These were then converted back from 2 Fisher's z scores to correlation coefficients and used to produce the figure. Table 1 . Support (AICc) for the six models fitted to our data. Model 1, in which feeding 10 performance was consistent within feeding modes but independent between them, was the best 11 
